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This study analyses changes in livelihoods of resettled and host households affected by the
Son La hydropower project in Vietnam. Data come from a questionnaire survey of 52 host
and 56 resettled households in five villages affected by the project and refer to the
situation before, immediately after and 5-years after the resettlement. Data were analyzed
using descriptive statistics, decomposition analysis and linear regression. Resettled
households, and to lesser extent also host households experienced a decline in rice yields,
income and an increase in food insecurity. There is a discrepancy between the government
resettlement plan and reality. Compensation payments alone appear inadequate to rebuild
and maintain livelihoods and a more direct approach is needed to create economic
opportunities in the affected communities.

© 2018 Kasetsart University. Publishing services by Elsevier B.V.

Introduction

Large hydropower dams make an important contribution
to the economic growth of many mountainous countries,
but such dams are also observed to create adverse impact on
local communities displaced by dams and reservoirs (Kevin,
Longyi, & Mark, 2016; Singer, Pham, & Hoang, 2014).
Involuntary resettlement is often an unavoidable conse-
quence and one of the most controversial issues surround-
ing large dam projects. Resettlement induces fundamental
changes to people's lives and livelihoods such as landless-
ness, homelessness, joblessness, marginalization, and loss of
access to common property (Cernea, 1997) and some of
these effects can be long-lasting (Webber & McDonald,
2004). Resettled people often have to reconstruct their
livelihoods under conditions of resource scarcity and some
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have failed to create sustainable livelihoods leading to long-
term hardship and impoverishment (Cernea, 2008; Scudder,
2001). Scudder (2005) identified that only 7 percent of
the large dam projects (three out of 44 cases surveyed)
improved the living standards of the resettled people while
living conditions worsened in 82 percent of projects.

In Vietnam, hydropower contributes to about 46 percent
of total power generation. Currently there are 58 large new
hydropower plants with a capacity of over 10 MW planned
or under construction. Hydropower projects are nowadays
required to have a resettlement master plan to ensure that
displaced people can rebuild and maintain their livelihood
after resettlement. Several policy instruments have been
developed by the government of Vietnam to effectively
implement resettlement programs, ranging from direct
means such as compensation payments for incurred losses,
financial support for rebuilding livelihoods, and indirect
support such as agricultural extension and vocational
training. Despite the government's effort to create sus-
tainable livelihoods, there is a considerable discrepancy
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between the goals of resettlement projects and reality and
many resettled people in Vietnam are observed to be
unable to reconstruct their livelihoods at the new location
(Singer et al., 2014).

This study focuses on resettled and host households
affected by the Son La hydropower project (SLHP). Bui,
Schreinemachers, and Berger (2013) conducted a quanti-
tative case study in a resettlement commune of this project
in 2009. They found that the resettled households could
restore their living standards right after resettlement due
to a large amount of compensation and support payments
from the government. However, they also found that live-
lihood adaptation of both host and resettled households
was strongly conditioned by a lack of available livelihood
assets and questioned whether households would be able
to maintain livelihood outcomes after payments end. As the
data were collected immediately after resettlement,
the study only gave a snapshot of the adaptation processes
and coping strategies that were employed right after
resettlement. The current study followed-up with the same
households to gain a better understanding of the process of
livelihood change after government payments ended. In
addition, this study elucidates the role of government
payments in resettled households’ livelihood rehabilitation
process in the long-term.

Methods

Son La province is located in the northern uplands of
Vietnam. This region is among the poorest in Vietnam due
to its unfavorable socio-economic characteristics (low ed-
ucation, high rate of poverty, poor access to market and
finance), its rugged upland terrain and poor infrastructure.
The region has a low level of urbanization, a high impor-
tance of agriculture in the local economy and a large ethnic
minority population.

The SLHP is the largest dam project in Vietnam in terms
of annual capacity but also in terms of the area of inundated
land and the number of people forced to relocate. The dam
construction submerged 25,101 hectares (ha) of land,
including 9,077 ha of agricultural land, which already is a
scarce resource in the region. It required the relocation of
92,301 people in three provinces (Son La, Dien Bien, Lai
Chau) between 2005 and 2010 (Government of Vietnam,
2013), although the implementation took until 2015
(see Bui et al. (2013) for more details).

The implementation principles of resettlement are to
enable people to quickly recover their livelihoods and, based
on the natural resources at the new location, to gradually
restructure the local economy to increase production, in-
comes and well-being of the people (Government of
Vietnam, 2004, 2013). The resettlement policy of SLHP
envisaged that the benefit of the dam would be shared with
the affected people. Government documents clearly stipu-
late compensation, assistance and support after resettle-
ment. However, most of these payments are in the form of
cash and these payments are only paid to resettled house-
holds, not to host households despite them also being
affected by the project. Possible livelihoods were identified
for each resettlement zone, but the resettlement plan did
not include specific measures for how to achieve these.

Although “job change/career change” was mentioned in the
resettlement plan as a solution to cope with the agricultural
land scarcity, this may not be a viable option for many
resettled people as low education or old age makes their
labor uncompetitive.

Data for this study were collected from the Muong Lum
commune, one of 272 resettlement sites of the SLHP.
Muong Lum is a remote mountainous commune located in
Yen Chau district, Son La province. In 2008, 67 Black Thai
households from the dam location were relocated to five
Black Thai villages where a host community already exis-
ted. The host community was reliant on paddy cultivation
and some paddy land was taken from the hosts and
distributed to the new households. Some previously
uncultivated land on the mountain slopes was also taken
into cultivation. Agriculture in Muong Lum is characterized
by small-scale production. This is because of scarcity of
agricultural land and the fact that farmers have little
incentive to expand production. A tangible benefit of the
resettlement program was an improvement in road quality
connecting Muong Lum to the district center as well as to
the national highway connecting the district to Hanoi.
However, market access is still limited as it is time-
consuming and costly for the farmers to bring their prod-
ucts to the district market and traders are not willing to
come to the commune to buy small amounts of products.

A survey was administered to collect data in the five
Black Thai villages of the commune in 2013, five years after
resettlement. A first survey was conducted in 2009 and the
2013 survey visited the same households. We intended to
sample all resettled households for the study, but some
were not available for the interview and the sample was
therefore 56 resettled households. The sample of 52 host
households was selected randomly from a list of all host
households provided by the people's commune. A struc-
tured questionnaire was used to capture quantitative as-
pects of the households' livelihood assets, strategies and
outcomes across 108 selected households. Both surveys
were conducted at the same time of the year to reduce the
effect of seasonal variations in livelihood outcomes such as
income and food security. Focus group discussions (one per
village, including 7—8 household heads) were used to gain
a deeper insight into the households' adaptive strategies
and constraints to apply these strategies.

Definition and measurement of key variables are the
same as described in Bui et al. (2013). Livelihood outcomes
were quantified in three ways: farm output, household
income and food security. Food security was measured as
the number of food insecure households, based on per
capita daily calorie intake using the Household Food Inse-
curity Access Scale (HFIAS) (Coates, Swindale, & Bilinsky,
2007). Monetary values from 2007 to 2009 were con-
verted to 2013 values using the Consumer Price Index (CPI)
for rural areas of Vietnam. To examine factors influencing
rehabilitation of household income right after and five
years after resettlement, the following function was
estimated using ordinary least squares regression:

Household income = f{Household demography, Partic-
ipation in training programs, Membership of associations,
Arable land, Farm animals, Access to credit, Planting cost,
Government payments).
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Decomposition analysis (Fields, Cichello, Freije,
Menéndez, & Newhouse, 2003) was used to quantify the
relative contribution of each factor. The inequality of the
dependent variable was decomposed using so-called factor
inequality weights. Larger positive weights for a given
explanatory variable mean that it contributed more to the
inequality of the dependent variable, while negative
weights imply that it caused the dependent variable to be
more equally distributed.

Results
Household Assets

Table 1 compares livelihood assets of host and resettled
households immediately after (2009) and five years after
resettlement (2013) when the compensation and support
payments ended. There were no significant changes in the
area of sloping land of host households but their paddy
land area reduced from 0.26 ha to 0.19 ha, partly because
they sold it or divided the land when a family member
married. The sloping land area of resettled households
increased significantly, most likely from reclaiming previ-
ously uncultivated areas. However, it should be noted that
this land was reported as less productive compared to
the land already in use. The paddy land owned by resettled
households did not change. Both resettled and host
households assessed that their agricultural land had
become less fertile since the resettlement.

Use of Compensation and Support Payments

Resettled households were compensated for loss of as-
sets and they also received cash support for food and basic
services. All compensation payments were paid in 2009
while support payments were planned to be paid for two
years after resettlement. During the focus group discus-
sions and the individual interviews, resettled households
indicated that they were satisfied with the received gov-
ernment payments. The total amount received was 7,562
US dollars on average per household. Figure 1 shows that
42 percent was used to build houses, 29 percent for daily
expenses, 13 percent was spent on buying furniture,
motorbike and home electronics, 12 percent was invested
in crop production (seeds, chemical fertilizers or non-

Table 1

durable tools), and only 1 percent was invested in liveli-
hood assets (livestock, buying agricultural land or durable
production assets).

Adaptation Strategies

Bui et al. (2013) observed that resettled households
copied the input use decisions of host households right
after resettlement. Five years after resettlement, resettled
households continued to intensify their use of chemical
fertilizers as a strategy to cope with land scarcity (Table 2).
Both host and resettled households maintained their input
use, and some even used larger quantities of chemical fer-
tilizers due to the small amount of land and the decrease
in land quality as explained in the non-structured in-
terviews. Resettled households in particular appeared to
intensify their use of paddy land as they used a consider-
ably larger amount of chemical fertilizers per hectare of
paddy land than host households. However, this did not
translate into higher rice yields (Table 2), likely because of
lower land quality and possibly because of fertilizer over-
use. It should be noted that due to cash constraints, both
groups had to borrow money from traders to pay for fer-
tilizers and pay this back after harvest, and this posed a
financial risk of being indebted if the maize or rice harvests
were lower than expected. Table 3 shows that the overall
cost of crop input use and livestock input use increased
significantly for resettled and host households. Both groups
intensified their land use by growing more crops per year as
the proportion of land cultivated with rice and maize
increased significantly.

In 2009, 80 percent of host households and all resettled
households grew hybrid maize variety LVN10. In 2013,
households had adopted new varieties that were expected
to give higher yields and adoption of these varieties was 93
percent for resettled households and 73 percent for host
households (Table 4). The proportion of households having
adopted improved rice varieties was much lower than for
maize and host households appeared more willing to adopt
improved rice varieties than resettled households.

The income composition data show that crops still
contributed a large part of the incomes of both resettled
and host households, but were no longer the largest in-
come component (Figure 2). Livestock rearing had become
the most important income source for both groups and the

Livelihood assets of resettled and host households immediately after (2009) and 5-years after (2013) resettlement

Variable Resettled Households (n = 56) Host Households (n = 52)

2009 2013 % Change 2009 2013 % Change
Paddy land (ha) 0.12 (0.03) 0.12 (0.03) 0 0.26 (0.17) 0.19(0.11) =27
Sloping land (ha) 0.29 (0.22) 0.93 (0.38) 221 0.51 (0.22) 0.57 (0.22) 12
Quality of arable land (1-5) 2.99 (0.51) 2.55 (0.60) —15%* 2.62 (0.74) 2.42 (0.60) —8**
Farm animals (TLUs)* 1.49 (1.54) 1.42 (0.96) -5 3.27 (1.96) 3.28 (3.28) 0
Available savings (thousand US dollar) 1.34 (1.61) 0.68 (1.83) —49*** 0.22 (0.56) 0.31 (1.19) 41
Possible sources of credit (number) 3.79 (1.23) 1.98 (1.23) —48*** 3.11 (1.38) 1.60 (1.09) —49***
Membership of associations (number) 3.52 (1.85) 2.34 (1.96) —34%* 4.46 (2.38) 2.92 (2.07) —35%**
Reliance on network in case of shock (families) 3.11 (0.53) 2.71 (0.85) —13%* 3.12 (0.59) 2.57 (1.18) —18***

Note. Averages per household. Standard deviations in parentheses. Significance tests refer to a Student's t-test of the difference in means for continuous

variables: ** p < .05, *** p < .01

2 Tropical Livestock Units for East and South East Asia, as based on Chilonda and Otte (2006)
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Figure 1 Use of compensation and support payments by resettled households, in percent of the total payment received by the average household

Table 2

Chemical fertilizer use and crop yields among resettled and host households immediately after (2009) and 5-years after (2013) resettlement, in kg/ha

Fertilizer type/Crop yields Resettled Households (n = 56)

Host Households (n = 52)

2009

2013

Maize
NPK use
Urea use
Yield
Paddy rice - spring
NPK use
Urea use
Yield
Paddy rice - summer
NPK use
Urea use
Yield

64.31 (209.85)
1.85(9.27)
7321.40 (2650.93)

1124.15 (573.80)
379.70 (195.57)
5017.92 (1280.82)

988.43 (579.02)
290.68 (177.99)
4808.48 (1633.01)

499.65 (231.63)
58.90 (55.64)
5900.55 (1914.77)

2226.55 (1000.62)
587.75 (361.60)
5209.51 (2024.64)

1617.47 (924.62)
504.82 (237.56)
3023.95 (1519.92)

% Change 2009 2013 % Change
677 355.95 (249.96) 725.95 (347.93) 104
3084*** 54.26 (93.88) 154.96 (152.68) 186***
—19*** 8179.37 (3000.91) 8600.35 (3609.24) 5
98*** 1301.28 (813.16) 1657.12 (997.04) 27
55%** 310.54 (295.24) 475.98 (382.29) 53%**
4 5458.69 (1744.09) 5570.60 (1940.42) 2
64*** 907.25 (627.88) 1294.79 (933.82) 43**
74 230.46 (253.87) 337.47 (250.49) 46**
=37 4440.19 (1202.74) 4172.47 (1894.96) -6

Note. Averages per household. Standard deviations in parentheses. Significance tests refer to a Student's t-test of the difference in means: ** p < .05, ***

p <.01

share of income from aquaculture had also increased. The
share of income derived from collecting forest products
increased for the host but not for resettled households.
However, this should be considered as a temporary income
source as the government has tightened its regulations and
enforcement of forest use in response to rapid deforesta-
tion and forest degradation in Vietnam.

Table 3

After five years in the new location, resettled house-
holds had not been provided with employment opportu-
nities and had not received support for career change,
although this was promised in government documents.
From our survey in 2013, we found that in 7 percent of
resettled and 6 percent of host households, one or more
members had migrated to find jobs elsewhere; this was

Agricultural livelihood strategies of resettled and host households immediately after (2009) and 5-years after (2013) resettlement

Strategy Resettled Households (n = 56) Host Households (n = 52)

2009 2013 % Change 2009 2013 % Change
Crop input use (thousand US dollar) 0.21 (0.20) 0.47 (0.22) 124 0.42 (0.18) 0.62 (0.32) 48%%*
Livestock input use (thousand US dollar) 0.26 (4.63) 0.33 (0.08) 27 0.35 (0.28) 0.45 (0.38) 29*
Cultivated upland (%) 72.17 (36.23) 90.79 (25.00) 26" 82.44 (21.81) 90.42 (24.45) 10**
Cultivated paddy land (%) 89.83 (23.47) 97.22 (14.32) g 85.10 (24.70) 95.13 (13.55) 12%*

Note. Averages per household. Standard deviations in parentheses. Significance tests refer to a Student's t-test of the difference in means: * p <.10, ** p <.05,

#xk p < 01
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Table 4
Adoption of improved crop varieties among resettled and host households
5-years after (2013) resettlement

Crops Resettled Host Households
Households (n = 56) (n=>52)

Maize (%) 93.18 (25.50) 73.33 (44.72)
Rice - spring season (%) 16.67 (37.62) 21.57 (41.54)
Rice - summer season (%) 10.71 (31.50) 25.53 (44.08)

Note. Averages per household. Standard deviations in parentheses

mainly seasonal migration. Results from group discussions
showed that many other adults thought about moving to
find off-farm employment but this was not a promising
option due to their low education, lack of expertise and
limited skills.

Livelihood Outcomes

Five years after resettlement, the rice output had
decreased significantly from 1.2 tons to 0.9 tons for reset-
tled households, and from 2.0 tons to 1.7 tons for host
households. This is because of the decrease in quantity and
quality of paddy land area. As paddy land is limited,
resettled households increased their sloping land area by
reclaiming land from the forest, resulting in a considerable
increase in maize output from 2.4 tons to 5.0 tons. Mean-
while, host households could not maintain the level of
maize output and it fell from 6.2 tons to 4.5 tons.

Figure 3 shows that resettled households failed to
maintain long-term sustainability in terms of incomes. The
incomes of resettled households right after and five years
after resettlement were significantly lower than those
before resettlement (1,331 and 1,384 as compared with
3,909 US dollars). When including compensation pay-
ments, the income right after resettlement was signifi-
cantly higher than that before resettlement and five years
after resettlement. However, it should be noted that
compensation payments are irregular and temporary and
do therefore not reflect the adaptive capacity of house-
holds. Meanwhile, the net income of host households fell

o

20

drastically from 2,852 to 2,085 US dollars, but was still
significantly above that of resettled households.

The decline in household income for both groups
resulted into increased food insecurity (Table 5). Five years
after resettlement, the share of food insecure household
increased from 7.1 percent to 16.4 percent for the resettled,
and from 11.5 percent to 15.4 percent for host households
as compared to right after resettlement. The per capita food
energy consumed by both groups decreased significantly,
while the standard deviations were higher, suggesting an
increase in variation in food security. The percentage of
purchased food in total food consumption decreased for
both groups, which implies a higher dependency on own
food production.

Determinants of Net Household Incomes after Resettlement

Factors influencing household income levels right after
and five years after resettlement are presented in Table 6.
We used the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) to check for
multicollinearity. The values of VIF are below 10 indicating
no problem of multicollinearity. The Breusch—Pagan test is
statistically insignificant indicating that heteroskedasticity
was not a problem. Table 6 shows that membership of local
groups or associations had a significant and positive effect
on the incomes of resettled households. This was the most
important variable in 2013 and the second important
variable in 2009, explaining 11.6 percent and 5.9 percent of
the variation in incomes, respectively. For the community
living in a remote area as Muong Lum, this can be consid-
ered an important type of social asset through which
households are able to improve their access to resources
and to other key actors. Government payments were the
next most important variable five years after resettlement,
accounting for 11.4 percent of the variation in income level.
These payments were an important financial source for
resettled households to invest in production. However, this
variable had no significant impact on their income right
after resettlement because only a very small portion of the
total payment was invested in production. Five years after

40 60 80 100

2007

Resettled 2009

2013

2007

Host 2009

2013

/| C

crops livestock aquaculture forestprd. others

Figure 2 Income composition before (2007), immediately after (2009) and 5-years after (2013) resettlement, in percent of total household income

Note. “Other” includes off-farm and non-farm income
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Figure 3 Gross annual farm output and household income of resettled and host households before (2007), immediately after (2009) and 5-years after (2013)

resettlement

Note. * Household income with compensation and support payments

Table 5

Comparison of food security indicators for resettled and host households immediately after (2009) and 5-years after (2013) resettlement

Food security indicator Resettled Households (n = 56) Host Households (n = 52)

2009 2013 % change 2009 2013 % change
Food insecure households (%) 7.14 (26.20) 16.36 (37.33) 129 11.54 (32.26) 15.38 (36.43) 33
Food energy consumption (kilo calories/person/day) 4.28 (1.04) 3.19 (1.81) —25%** 3.90 (0.96) 3.02 (1.63) —23%xx
Share of purchased food (%) 18.63 (16.98) 7.51 (15.26) —60*** 12.67 (11.16) 3.50 (4.58) —72%*

Note. Averages per household. Standard deviations in parentheses. Significance tests refer to a Student's t-test of the difference in means for continuous
variables and a 7 test for binary variables: *** p < .01

resettlement, investment in planting cost had a strong Meanwhile, the amount of arable land was significant in
impact on income but was much less important than right 2013 but insignificant in 2009, which contradicted expec-
after resettlement, accounting for 10.3 percent as tations. Discussions with resettled farmers suggested they
compared with 39.2 percent of the income variation. did not have a strong economic incentive to cultivate their
Table 6
Determinants of household income immediately after (2009) and 5-years after (2013) resettlement for resettled and host households
Explanatory Variables Resettled Households (n = 56) Host Households (n = 52)
2009 2013 2009 2013
Elasticity % con. Elasticity % con. Elasticity % con. Elasticity % con.
Household size (persons) 1.49 0.47 6.14* 5.58 39.64*** 24.71 18.85 8.05
Age of hhh (years) —0.61 0.00 0.59 0.25 ~1.20 -0.05 -7.09 -0.10
Education level of hhh (years) -2.14 -0.58 1.86 -1.08 531 1.82 -3.26 -0.03
Participation in training programs (dummy) 9.03 2.54 —0.64 —0.40 11.64* 6.51 215 0.14
Membership of associations (number) 21.27* 5.86 4.12** 11.58 —4.48 -3.52 11.22** 6.16
Arable area (ha) -7.13 -1.16 6.97* 9.17 -1.81 -1.30 —10.64 —3.88
Farm animals (TLUs) 2.80 0.20 3.76* 4.58 11.88** 13.06 10.28** 22.68
Number of credit sources (number) —4.22 —-0.03 5.75** 9.46 0.58 0.04 -2.76 0.54
Planting cost (US dollar) 16.26™** 39.25 9.82%** 10.27 34.51** 37.98 25.56*** 36.15
Gov. payments (US dollar) 1.83 0.40 8.57* 1143 - - - —
Constant 2.50 - 2.29 - —-30.08 — —0.02 -
Number of observations 56 56 52 52
F-statistics 3.92%** 6.84*** 17.83** 10.73***
Total explained (%) 46.54 60.85 79.26 69.70
Minimum value of VIF 1.10 1.23 1.15 1.12
Maximum value of VIF 2.62 2.09 2.84 3.00
Breusch—Pagan/Cook—Weisberg test %2 =051 %2 =097 %2 =170 ¥ =184
p value = 0.475 p value = 0.325 p value = 0.1920 p value = 0.1745

Note. * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01. hhh = household head; con. = contribution; gov. = government
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arable land right after resettlement. Perhaps the large
amount of cash received each month as compensation
eroded their incentive to cultivate crops. Access to credit
was an important variable in 2013 but was insignificant in
2009 probably due to the fact that resettled households
received a large amount of government payments and they
did not have demand for credit. Household size and farm
animals had an impact on their income in 2013 but were
insignificant in 2009.

For host households, investment in crop production was
the most important variable both right after and five years
after resettlement, accounting for 36.1 percent and 38.0
percent of variation in incomes, respectively. Farm animals
had a strong impact on income in 2009 and was more
important in 2013. Participation in local groups or associ-
ations also significantly affected household income in 2013,
but was insignificant in 2009.

Discussion and Conclusion

The first five years following relocation is the time of
adaptation. Our study found that five years after resettle-
ment, resettled households could not restore their liveli-
hoods or maintain themselves sustainably. Although they
attempted to adjust their livelihood activities based on their
individual resources and local conditions, their incomes
decreased and food insecurity increased. Meanwhile, host
households also experienced a decline of income and in-
crease in food insecurity, mainly resulting from their loss of
paddy land.

Right after resettlement or a few years after that, land
scarcity was the major factor restraining livelihood
improvement of the affected households. Land scarcity
induced resettled households to intensify the use of chem-
ical fertilizers as a primary mean to maintain crop output.
However, this adaption strategy could not compensate for a
sharp decrease in amount of agricultural land which still
exposed host and resettled households to a decline in in-
come and increase in food insecurity. In addition, this might
be the suitable strategy which helped the households to
improve livelihoods in short term, however, it would bring
about negative environmental impacts which will affect
livelihoods in the long term.

Beside land intensification, resettled households applied
other adaptive strategies such as migration, and the adop-
tion of new technologies. Households were constrained in
using these strategies due to limited technical skills and
financial capital. The road infrastructure was improved, but
resettled households were unable to translate this into
income gains. In addition, income diversification was used
as an adaptive strategy to deal with land scarcity. Crop
cultivation, a stable income source, was partly replaced by
livestock rearing and forest product collecting, which is
considered as an unstable income source.

In general, both host and resettled households seemed
unable to recover their livelihoods after resettlement. In the
resettlement plan, the direction of production development
for resettled households in each resettlement zone is spec-
ified based on the local conditions. Muong Lum belongs to
the resettlement zone of Yen Chau district, where the rec-
ommended key livelihood activities include development of

food crops, fruit trees, industrial crops, cattle breeding and
forest cultivation. However, from the data right after and five
years after resettlement, we found that the government and
local authorities seemed not to take any action to translate
the plan into practice except providing resettled households
with compensation and support payments. The quantitative
data showed that there is a considerable discrepancy be-
tween the livelihood activities focused on by resettled
households and that in the resettlement plan, and the live-
lihood patterns taken by resettled households converged
with those of host households. To create sustainable liveli-
hoods, the government should implement a range of mea-
sures to help resettled households build their livelihood
assets using the compensation payments. It is clear that
compensation payments alone are inadequate to rebuild
livelihoods and maintain livelihood outcomes, and more
support is needed to help create new income generating
opportunities, involving job training and business develop-
ment. The government should issue targeted remedial
measures to support the affected communities in accor-
dance with the local conditions while taking into account
the disadvantageous characteristics of resettled people.
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